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Introduction

Puerto Ricans on the U.S. mainland are in most ways the most marginalized
minority group in the nation. By almost any indicator, Puerto Riéans as a
group are more disadvantaged economically, politically and socially than
any other ethnic minority, including Blacks. To a large extent, this mar-
ginalization is brought about by the educational system, in which institu-
tionalized and personal discrimination combine to deprive the vast majority
of Puerto Rican children of equal educational opportunities. This depriva-
tion khas two forms: the segregation of Puerto Rican and Black children in
substandard schools, and the lack of adequate programs to deal with the
fact that a great number of Puerto Ricans do not speak English.

Puerto Ricans have always had low levels of education in comparison
to other ethnic groups in the U.S. Although there is some indication that
fhe second~generation group is better off educationally (see Table 6), the
drop-out rate is still very high. In 1970, 55 percent between the ages of
16 and 21 were out of school; of these, 36 percent were also unemployed
(Wagenheim, 1975, p. 20). In Boston, the dropout rate was 90% among
Puerto Ric;ﬁs, many of whom were children of migrant farm workers and some
of whom had never registered for school (Senate hearings, 1970; Civil_Righgi
Commission, 1972). This situation resulted in a 62% illiteracy rate among
adults. Those who stay in school tend to be placed in vocational high
schools rather than academic high schools: only 15 percent of the students
in lew York City's academic high schools were Puerto Rican in 1970, while
28 percent of the enrollment of vocational schools was Puerto Rican

'(Hagenheim, 1975, p. 21). The fact that the kinds of jobs for which
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vocational schools train people are not only low-status but also are
disappearing rapidly in the U.S. may be scme indication of the cause of
high unemployment rates among Puerto Ricans. College enrollment is even
lovier than either Black or White enrollment: only 1% in Hew York in 1970
(Wagenheim, 1975).

Hore important than mere dropout rates, and also more difficult to
ascertain objectively, is the quality of education recejved by Puerto
Ricans compared with that given to Anglos. It has often been noted that
schools with a majority of ethnic minority students show deteriorating
rates of achievement. The Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity in 1970 found that in Mew York schools with Puerto Rican
majorities the majority of students had below grade level reading scores.
In the case of Puerto Ricans, this probiem cannot be discussed without
taking into consideration the question of language. The fact that Puerto
Rican children have a built=-in handicap in that many:do not know English
upon entering school has been given as a reason for poor attendance and
poor achivement, It is indeed true that English is a second language for
most children: £3.1 percent of all Puerto Ricans in 1967 showed Spanish
as their mother tongue, and 72.1 percent usually spoke Spanish at home
(‘ragenieim, 1975, p. 86). It is a truism that childrgn cannot learn to
read a language they do not speak, or speak only slightly.

The educational problems of Puerto Ricans, then, stem both froh‘m
substandard educationai facilities in low=income areas and from the
neglect of special language problems in the group., Roth of these diffi-~
culties have been dealt with in recent public policy decisions. The

vell-known Brown decision of 1954 made separate facilities for minorities
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illegal; however, the 1974 Milliken case restricted active desegregation
to school districts, thus making cross-district busing i1legal without
proof of institutional discrimination at the State level. The Civil.
Rights Act of 1964 requires equality‘;f educational opportunity, and

the Bilingual Education Act of 1365 provides for funding bilingual pro=~
grams and the teaching of English as a Second Language (ESL). The
Supreme Court recently strengthened the cause of non-English speaking
students In the Lau case, by decidinc that equal educational opportunity
Included educating linguistically distingt groups. Finally, in the
Rodriguez case, the court decided that inequality of educational facill-
ties resulting from unequal income levels from district to disctrict is
unconstitutional,

The implementation of (lhese decisions and programs has met with only
limited succéss. The programs which have resulted have been of two kinds:
desegregation plans, either voluntary'or court-ordered, and bilingual
education programs. Unfortunately, there has not been a concerted effort
to coordinate these two programs or to consider which of the two types
of programs is most useful in a given slituation. .A!l too often, priority
has been given to desegregation and only afterwards, and to a lesser
degree, to bilingual education., In addition, the nature of the two pro-
-grams differs in that one favors maximum cultural and racial diversity
while the other emphasizes instruction in two languages to a class com~
prised of approximately 50% of each language group, The result of this
conflict'of goals, even in the best cases, is that desegregation occurs
and is followed by ESL programs designed to assimilate cuiturally distinct

groups rather than to maintain cultural pluralism (Maugh and Koon, 1374;
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Civil Rights Commission, 1976). In the worst cases, desegregation results
in segregated classrooms where Puerto Ricans are in the lowest-level

abi lity groups, and remain educatfonally marginalized {Civil Rights
Commission, 1976). Finally, in cases éuch as New York City, where most
Puerto Ricans live, ghe district structure Is such that desegregation is
impossible and Black and Puerto Rican chlldren leave school with few or
no skills and Inadequate education to enter college.

Despite the large percentage of non-English speakers, there are very
few Lilingual education programs to accommodate them. In Mew York City,
there were 131 schools with a hajority of Puerto Rican students In 1979,
Although there are a few attempts at billngual.education, these are
understaffed and underfunded (see table 9:). The Puerto Rican Forum found
that 75 percent of non-English speaking students In Mew York received no
help at all with their language problem (Senate hearings, 1970, p. 3732).
The lack of programs to help non-English speaking students is in part due
to the fact that there are few teachers equipped to teach In Spanish or to
teach English as a second language.

The problem of education and language Is anything but simple. On one
hand, educstors see that people who cannot read and write English are per-
manently handicapped in this country. On the other hand, the high rate of
return migration to Puerto Rico makes necessary the retention of Spanish.
The ideal situation would be one in which both languages were taught by
people competent in both. As Cafferty (1975, p. 61) has sald:

'""The acquisition of a second language for American children whose

native tongue Is English is considered a cultural asset;...wheresas

retention of a foreign language and native tongue is seen as a
cultural detriment." ‘



The ideal of truly bilingual education can never be fulfilled in the
absence of teacher training programs, however. The problems encountered
in the relationship between middle-;lass Anglo teachers and classes with
both Puerto Rican and Anglo students is illustrated by Bucchioni in his
account of a morning in school (in Cordasco & Bucchioni, 1972). The
teacher was I11-equipped to teach students who could not understand what
she was saying along with those who were bored by her repetitions for
the benefit of the Spanish spezkers. At the same time, Spanish was not
acceptable as a means of communication, even if what was said was the
correct answer. The situation resulted in frustratlén for all the par-
ticipants; even though there was little blatant discrimination on the
part of the teacher, the institutional situation was such that the Puerto
Ricans were made to seem inferior and stupid because they did not speak
English. The teacher. felt exasperated and ineffectual because she could
not get the students to learn what she was teaching.

This situation cannot be alleviated if the shortage of Puerto Rican
teachers continues. In Mew York City there were 500 Puerto Rican teachers
in 1970, compared with 250,000 Fuerto Rican students. In Chlcago,/fz9 of
the teachers were Puerto Rican, with 4.5% Puerto Rican students (Senate
hearings, 1970). In Newark, there were § Puerto Rican teachers out of é
total of 2,577 teachers in 1970. This is a percentage of less than 1%,
although about 7.6 percent of the city's students were Puerto Rican
(Wagenheim, 1975, p. 51). lIronically, the lack of teachers Is directly
related to the educational system, which, as noted earlier, produces drop-
outs and technical schoo! sfudents rather than people who might be trained

to teach in Spanish and thus break the vicious circle of illiteracy, poverty
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and unemployment. Unless this situation is changed by institutional
means, the dominant segment can have no answer to the accusations made by
Hathan Quinones of the Puerto Rican Educators' Asscciation:

e need not wait for the genetic manipulation prophesied for us

in A Brave New \lorid to produce the Epsiions needed by soclety. Ve
have a system operating naw that has assured us of an ample supply
of menial laborers for at least the next generation. An integral
cog in the production of these mis-casts is our schools and the
human raw material [s the Puertoc Rican'' (Senate hearings, 1970, p. 3742).

Educational Opportunity in Four Cities

1. Mew York City
A!thodgh Puerto Ricans are less segregated residentially and educa-
tionally than are Blacks In New York City (see Map 1, Table §), the

Puerto Rican community tends to overlap with and flank Black residential

~areas (Map 2). Thus the problem of segregation in Hew York Is common to

both Puerto Ricans and Blacks together, rather than a purely Puerto Rican
concern. In fact,ataking-only Puerto Rican3i, there are few school dis- o
tricts, even in HNew York, where desegregation would be recommended. It
is only when Puerto Rican and Biack enrollments are considered together
that a majority of ethnic minority studerits becomes obvious in some
schools. The fact that minorities are segregated by district constitutes
unequal educational opporfunity.?s defined by the Supreme Court. However,
as a result of the Hilliken decision in 1974, cross-district desesgregation
is unfeasible at this time without extensive litigation to prove dis-
crimination on the part of state education officials. The practically
even proportion of students within district schools makes desegregation
with%n districtsrunnecessary. Furthermore, the decentralization of ilew
York's system Iﬁ 1962 makes massive inter-distriqt busing untikely, since

community control has been opted for In favor 6f integration.
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The problem of language among Puerto Rlicans aggravates the educs~
tional marginalization brought about by segregation. The fact that 47%
of the Puerto Rican students in Hew York in 1970 could not speak English
demonstrates the extent of the problem, This percentage represents
118,000 students (Senate hearings, 1970, p. 3726). The spectacular
drop-out rate, estimated at over 65%, is the result of the school system's
failure to deal with the language barrier. Although many programs have
teen funded under the Bilinqual Education Act of 1968, these programs do
not begin to reach the majority of students with language problems (see
Table g7). Furthermore, the number of students serviced somettimeszdecreased as
the amount of funding has increased. Uhile it is difficult to explain
this occurence from mere figures, !t seems at least possible that in-
creased salaries and evaluations of programs have siphoned off much of
the funding. Teacher training programs have also been implemented, but
the discriminatory examination and ticensing practices of the 'lew York
City Board of fLducation prevent many qualified Puerto Ricans from being
hired. 1In addition, the problem of overail budget cutbacks in ilew York
has diminished the number of new openings which might otherwise be used
to hire Puerto Rican teachers to staff bilingual classrooms. Finally,
the widespread ignorance on the part of educators and school boards of
what bilingual education entails and of the cultural background of Puerto
Ricans makes implementation difficult at best (Civil Rights Commission,
1972a) .

In Mew York, the segregation and inadequate bilingual education
programs combine to-marginalize Puerto Ricans. VWhile desegregation is

unfeasible at this time, it seems clear that hilingual programs can be
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more compl~tely and systematlcally jmplemented to help alleviate this

aspect of Puerto Ricans' restricted access to equal educational opportunity.

2. Chicago

Chicago's Puerto Ricans, although the second largest Puerto Rican
community on the mainland, ére a minority within the larger Hispanic
community comprised for the most part by Mexican-Americans it is thus
difficult to get specific information on them. However, Aspira, a
Puerto Rican self-help organization, estimated a population of 130,000 in
1570. This figure is farger than the 1970 census figure of 87,160
(agenheim, 1975). In the public schools, Aspira estimated an enrollment
of 26,176 Puerto Ricans (Senate hearings, 1970). Puerto Ricans and other
Spanish-speaking groups comprised an enrollment of 44,631 in 1979 who
spoke only Spanish: only 20% were in ESL programs (tagenheim, 1975, pp. 61-
62). Five bilingual schools serviced 541 students (Senate hearings, 1979,
p. 3723). This lack of response to the needs of Spanish speakers resulted
in a dropout rate of 70%. In 1970, the median number of school years
complefed by first-generation Chicago Puerto Ricans over 25 was 2.1; for.
secon-generation it was 8.6, not significantly higher. Given the great
need for‘dealing with non-English speakers, it seems clear that the most
feasitle way of giving equal educational opportunity to Chicago's Puerto
Ricans is by well-designed bilingual education programs. In addition,
these are what Puerto Rican leaders in Chicago have most expressly

requested (Senate hearings, 1979).
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3.Newark

dewark holds the third largest concentration of Puerto Ricans on
the mainland, approximately 30,000 (Yagenheim, 1975). This group is
7.1% of the city's population, which is 54.2% Black. The needs of Mewark's
Puerto Rican population have been almost totally ignored, except for some
press coverage after the 1974 Labor Day riots (Wagenheim, 1975). 1In one
Newark school, an official found ten Puerto Rican students who had been
consistently passed from grade to grade although they spoke no English
at all. This kind of education is to a large extent responsible for the
estimated 42% dropout rate. One Puerto Rican professional woman said,

I honestly believe that if the Newark school system burned down tomorrow,
it wouldn'f really have much of an impact on our children' (\fagenheim, 1975,
p. 52).

As is the case with New York City and Chicago, desegregation is
unlikely to help the cause of Puerto Ricans in Hewark. The school-age
population is overvhelmingly made up of minority students, and only inter-
district busing, currently not acceptable, would alleviate the problem
of racial and ethnic segregation. It is only by the implementation of
bilingual/bicultural education programs either in addition to or in the
absence of desegregation that Mewark's Puerto Rican students might be
reached before another generation i§ turned into the Epsilons of Mr.

Quinones' statement.

s, Boston
Desegregation in Doston is a good example of the relationship between

mere desegregation and equal opportunity for Puerto Ricans. Although
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Puérto Rican leaders in Boston and Springfield have tried hard to bring
forward the plight of the students (Senate hearings, 1970; Civil Rights
Commission, 1972b), the massive busing program implemented in 1974 in
quton has not included a program to deal with Puerto Rican probiems.
The major problem in the Boston arvea is non-enrollment: at least 2,000
school-age children are not in school; this, comparéd with the fact that
onl} 1,791 Puerto Ricans are enrolled, illustrates the scope of the
problem. Cf those in school, 45.1 bercent are one 6r more years behind
their expected grade level (Civil Rights Commission, 1972b, 7-8); The
dropout rate of those enrolled wés 30 percent in 1970-(Senate hearings, 1970,
P. 3708); In that year, three Puerto Ricans graduated from pubiic high
school in Boston.

Clearly, Boston's school havé ignored the needs of Puerto Ricans to
an extent that approaches the criminal. However, in the 1976 Civil Rights
Commission report no mention is made of bilingual education programs
being implemented in the wake of desegregation. Official blindness to
the needs o; Puerto Ricans has not been overcome by the program of de-
segregation.. In 1370-71 only 486Euer1@ Ricans were involved in bilingual
education programs; at that time the programs depended entirely on federal
funds which would expire in two years. Nb plans were made-to continue the
program with state or municipal.funds-—the Boston school officials clearly
are unconcerned about Puerto Ricans. Thus, although desegregation in
Boston has been almost completely implemented and .is being accepted in
the community (Civil Rights Commission, 1976), the Puerto Ricaﬁ students
continue to be ignored. The case of Boston iilustrates the problems in-

herent in the idea that desegregation is the best means of providing



~equal educational opportunity to children. Boston's Puerto Rican chfidren
continue to be marginal educationally despite busing. It cannot‘be said
too strongly that truly equal ~~nortur’ v for them can be attained only
through well-designed bi ‘ral education programs, by cor
certed efforts to keep »iu ~ school, and by programs designec
provide opportunities béyond the technical and trade level of occupations

after high school.

Policy Implications

The lack of equal educational opportunities for Puerto Ricans is
two-fold, and consists of segregation into substandard schools as well as
neglect of the Puerto Rican linguistic and cultural heritage. Under
existing law and court decisions, both of these areas should be given
attention. The ideal solutfon Is-desegregétion accompanied by 2ffective
bilingual education progréms staffed by well~trained teachers and directed
by Puerto Rican administrators. It Is a testament to official neglect
that, efght years after the passage of the Bitingual Education Act and
twelve years after the paséage of the Civil Rights Act, the vast majority
of Puerto Ricans have had no benefits at all from eithér piece of legisla-
tion.

!t appears that publi:mESIicy as implemented in the educational
programs at present has dealt with desegregation and bilingual education
as separate kinds of programs. VYhile they are logically different and
require different kinds of activity, they cannot be separated without
detriment to Puerto Rican education. If s important, then, to consider‘

s - .
a greater degree of coordination ‘of desegregation and hilingual education
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programs. Both are necessary if Puerto Ricans are to'become'éctive par-
ticipants in the benefits of American society.

In examining the current situation of Puerto Ricané on the maigiand,
it becomes evident that the bulk of the student population s unlikely
to be desegregated in the near furure - ., the best and most feasible
way to provide greater educational op.. wunitles is by bilingual education
at least in elementary school, by increased attention to training Puerto
Rican teachers ana administrétors, and-+by disarming dfscrfminatory exami-~
nation and hiring practices sﬁéh}és those in Mew York (Civil Rights Commission,
1972a). . These programs will not be easy to implement, but it is well to
remember that since the Lau decision of 1974 bilingual education is required
by law, and can be mandated just as busing has been.

At the same time, desegregation of areas not restricted by the Hilllken
decision is certainly feasible. An example of this kind of program is
that of Denver,.Colbrado;:whose school population 1s.28% Hispano. Court-
ordered desegregation was followed by an effort to implement bilingual/.
‘bicultural education programs. Yhile many parents, teachers and students
reported positive results both in attitudes and achievement scores fol-
lowing integration, the Hispano community remained dissatisfied w%th
the amount of attention paid to bilingual programs, calling them "inef-
fective, funbling, weék and inadequate.' An expanded program is now being
developed under Colorado's Bicultural Education Act of 1975 (Civil Rights
Commission, 1976, p. 49).

Vhile Denver's road to désegregation is far from smooth, for its
Hispano students the possibil}ty of effective bitingual education is much

more realistic than for Boston's Puerto Ricans or for the vast majority of
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Puerto Ricans now vegetating in the schools of iew York City. This kind
of desegregation program accompanied with bilingual education is possible
in school districts whose minority'pépulations have been segregated and
are thus eligible for intra-district desegregatioh. The alternative is
classroom segregation within desegregated schools, and a continuation of
marginal educati: Puerto Rfcéns. In addition, communities with small
minorities of . 'mar English~speaking Puyerto Riéans.could easily be
integrated. In fact, communitiesvwhose Puerto Rican populations are small
tend also to have a greater proportion of English speakers in those popu-
lations (Wagenheim, 1975).

Perhaps the most important policy to be implemented in attempting to
provide educational opportunities to Puerto Ricans is evaluations of each
case separately, in terms of the linguistic needs of the community, the
of the Puerto Ricans within the community. The most frequent complaint of
Puerto Rican leaders is that the lack of Puerto Rican teachers and admin-
istrators prevents this minority from controlling its children's education
and evaluating the negds of its school children in a way that will benefit
them. Finally, it is important to remember that desegregation does not
solve the major problems of Puerto Ricans. The emphasis of desegregation
over bilingual education has made for a continuation of educational depriz
vation for Puerto Ricans in areas like Boston. The Civil Rights Commission
report of 1975, while stating that desegregation wés being carried out
successfully in this country, warned that deseéregation alone does nét
necessarily improve education and that classroom integration as well as

extensive curriculum overhauls are necessary (Civil Rights Commission, 1976,

'p. 203). It is important to keep this in mind in formulating future policy.
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Puarto Ricans and Internal Colonialism

Puerto Ricans are systematically neglected in the educational Iﬁ~ |
stitutions of this country. They are marginallzed both by being forced
to attend substandard schools and by being taught in a language they do
not understand. This educational crippling, it is true, puts the Puerto
Rican at a perm-nent disadvantage with regard to employment opportunities
in 1ever, In addition to the education factor there is
widespread institutional and personal dlscr!minatfon throughout American
society, which deprives Puerto Ricans of equality in every sphere of life.
Table 9 demonstrates, for example, that the return for education in
earnings is lower for Puerto Ricans than either élacks or WYhites. It
seems clear that education and its roie in the lives of Puerto Ricans
cannog_?e fully evaluated without taking into considerétlon the totality
~of exploitation whléﬁ is their lot. This t - exploitation, which serves
the interests of the dominant ethnic group, | be calle¢ Internal

colenialism.

Origins _and Recent Hi. _ory

Puerto Rico has been a colony, both political and econamic, of the Unitec:
States since 1898. The internal colony of Puerto Ricans on the U.S.
mainland consists of persons of Puerto Rican birth or parentage--that is,
fmmigrants from Puerto Rixzo and their childr=. 0f these, the majority
arz:sti 11 of the first generation, althougﬁ thk= second generation Is
growiiery faster than the immigrant population at present (see Table 3).
Pusnte Ricans are distinct from other Spanish origin ethnic groups in

that they are American citizens and therefore cannot be ''illegal aliens,"
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nor can they be prevented from coming to the mainland by immigration
quotas. However, Puerto Ricans are often Included in census and other
data as ''Spanish speaking'' or Spanish surnamed, and are thus difficult -
to separate Iﬁ”terhs of how they actually differ from these other gréups.

Dgsplte the fact that they are lumped together with other Spanish-
speaking groups, Puerto Ricans see themselves as Puerto Ricans, not as
Spanish-speaking. Oscar Lewis' study of a Puerto Rican family shows that
they maintain their allegiance to Puerto Rico as thelr cultural home-
land évén after living 6n the mainland for many years (Lewis, 1965, p. 135).
in another study (Rodr!gﬁez, 1975), an overwhelm!ng majority of Hew York
feSpondents charaéterlzed themselves as Puerto Ricans, not Americans,
even tho: o" th=y realized that Puerto Ricans are discriminated against
in schoois ¢ tr= job markst. Puerto Rican ldentity is reinforced by
constant resurmmigration to Puerto Rico. Lewis' study |l1lustrates what
census ficrrs:s teil us: Puyerto Ricans move back and forth between the
island arw —he mainland throughout their 1tves, sometimes for the sake of
emp loymere., sometimes because of family problems or successes. Speaking
Spanish, s important source of identity for Puerto Ricans, Is also
rpftfdimes 9By return migration. Although Puerto Rico is officially
bii}hguai, sehool is taught exclusively ir Spanish and Spanlsh is in
'@gﬁeﬁéﬁ*thﬁ domirant language (Cafferty, 1575, p. 63).

Puert~ Ticans are distinct from other :mmigrant groups in the U.S.
for three important reasons. In the first olace, they are not really
Immigrants. but migrants. Having been included in the U.S. territory
by events cutside their control, they are now U.S. citizens of a distinct

cultural batsground. As such, their identity is more ambivalent than that
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of Italian or Irish immigrants who came to this country with the intention
of becoming citizens. The assumption if;ﬁ@at those who did not wish

to become part of the U.S. did not immigrate; this choice was not given

to the Puerto Ricans,

A sgcond reason why Puerto Ricans are different from other immigrant
groups is the ease of migration and return migration. Groups migrating
from Europe in the nineteenth and early twentieth century facad ;w}ong
and dangerous sea voyage, therefore the decision to emigrate was of a
more or less permanent nature. Puerto Rico, on the other hand, is a
short plane ride frém New York City; The trip costs from $35 to $590 and
6ften can be paid for on the installment plan after the migrant arrives in
flew York. The return trp is equally easy, and return migration is much
more prevalent among Puerto Ricans than among ecarlier European immigrants
(cafferty, 1975).

A third difference between Puerto Ricans and earlier immigrants is
that economic conditions are less favorable for Puerto Ricans than for
the other groups. The U.S., economy -is much more mechanized today than it
was fifty or seventy-flvé years ago, and the need for unskilled labor is
much smaller now than when the great waves of European immigrants arrived.
Therefore, the low-level occupations filled by earlier groups on their way
up, and to which Puerto Ricans are limited by lack of education, language
barriers and discriminatory hiring practices, are much less abundant than
earlier; this situation has resulted in extremely high unemployment rates
among Puerto Ricans,

The stereotype of the PlUcrto Pican is that of someone who lives in

flew York City and works in a factory. Actually, many Puerto Ricans came
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originally as migrant farm laborers on contract with U.S. growers
(Fitzpatrick, 1971,pp. 15-17). \hile two-thirds of the Puerto Pican
Population lives in iew York, Mew Jersey and.Pennsylvania, Puerto Ricans
are found In every state in the Union. In most states, they are such a
small minority that they are not considered separately from other Spanish-
speaking groups (\agenheim, 1975 p., 37).

Vithin £he area of the largest population -gougerrmtiien, - s
are found in terms of occupations, income and educational achievement from
one area to another. By far the most depressed area in all respects is
also the area where the larggst number of Puerto Ricans live: “ew York
City. Although they make up 7.3 percent of.the population of ilew York
(a total of 845,775 in the ilew York City Standard Metropolitar Statistical
Area) , they have only 2.2 percent of the college students, 1.2 percent of
the professicnal workers and mare than 13 percent of the factory workers
in the city. TH; ratizm of Puerto Rican teachers to students is 228 to 1
in Hew York, where the overall ratio is 20 to 1. Thelr median fncome is
$105 a week lower than that for the general population of the area -
(Uagenheim, 1975, pp. 39-41).

By contrast, Puerto Rican populations in areas surrounding “ew York
City are relativély better off ‘economically if not politically, For
example, on Long Island, with a Puerto Rican population of 24.Lk03 in
1970, only 10 percent of these were below the ‘poverty level, compared
with 28% in flew York City. The median family income is over 310,000 per
ye=r, =nd higher levels of emplo&ment and education prevail. On the other
hamd, there seem to be less emphasis on Puerto Rican identity and more

efTorts tc assimilate into white middle~class society among Leng island’s
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Puerto Ricans (Wagenheim, 1975, p. 45). This phenomenon is reported for
other middle~class Puerto Ricans in the areas surrounding Mew York Clty’
(Rodriguez, 1975, p. 77), thus i1lustrating a major theme found In mobi-
lity of Puerto Ricans and other oppressed groups: in order to be accepted
in white middle-class society, the Puerto Ricans must der their cultu: ;)
and linguistic background.

The state with the second highest Puerto ﬁican popitlation is New
Jersey. In 1570, there were 135,576 Puerto Ricans in that state, 95.9% of
whom were urban residents. The three major cities for Puerto Ricans are
Newark., Jersey City and Haboken. As in tew York State, Puerto Ricans in
Mew Jersey fall behind borh '/hites and Blacks in educational achlievement,
employment and income. 27.% percent are below the poverty level. Within
ilew Jersey, the differencas of income and educational achievement from
one area to another are cresI, and the relationship between these and other
facrors is important. For oxamgie, the top cities iw
terms of-median income énd education are also those with the least number
of families on welfare. (Vagenheim, 1975).

Pennsylvania, the state with the third largest Puerto Rican popu-
lation, follows many of the'patterns described for Hew York and 'lew Jersey.,
Puerto Ricans are predominantly urban, with ©5.8 percent of the pbpulation
in 1370 'iving in the Philadelphia metropolitan area. As in other areas,
income levels fall below both Vhites and Blacks, as do educational levels
(“agenheim, 1975, pp. 55-G€)..

These figuras point out:so@e general patterns among Puerto Ricans
on the U.S. mzinland. Predominantly urban in residence, Puerto Ricans

@re concentrated in the Miafite Atlantic states. Their income and educational
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levels are consistently below those of any other group, and large numbers
are on some kind of public assistance. However, there are significant
numbers of middle-class Puerto Ricans in all three -~ ne state . ith
large Puerto Rican popuistions. These middie-class groups tend to live
In areas with few poor Puerto Ricans and are generally found in pre~
dominantly white suburubs. Lackina the culturally supportive ambience
of the urban ghetto, they fee =& greater pressure to conform to white
cultural and social patterns, and deny their ocwn background. Thus the
emergence of a viable middle class Puerto Rican culture on the U.S. main-
land is nearly impossibfé, since those few Puerto Ricans who attain
middle-class status tend to drop thelr Puerto Rican identity. As long
as this pattern continues, to be Puerto Rican will be synonymous with
poverty and ghettoization, a si;uation which is self-perpetuating given
the larger socio-economic and political patterns of U.S. society.

An additlonal element of variation in the Puerto Rican population
Is that of race--Puerto Ricans are z racially mixed group. Among them-
selves, the kind of racial strife found in the (I.S. is virtually unheard
of , although there do axist terms expressing varving racial mixtu;és
(Marden, 1973). The difference between the meaning of race in Puerto
Rico and on the malniand is one of the first problems that Puerto Ricans
who appear Hegroid have to face on reaching the U.S. One man of mixed
blood reports that he had to insist on being fdentified as Puerto Rican
instead of Negro during one of his first attempts to get a job on the
mainland (Lewis, 1965). Race i3 alsc a factor in am attempt at assimi-
Iation in the Y.S., tor any 'white~looking" Puefto Rican has a hetter

chance of passing into middls ci=ss society than does a "negro-looking'’
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individual, an = ..mes downplay relz “ips wit da- ‘r-skinned
relatives (Rodrigue. , :;: .. 78).

The Isltand Colony

Puerto Rico was acquired by the U.S. as ‘compensation. for the .costs-
of the Spanish American War in 1898, it Is typical of American foreign
policy at that time that the opinion of Puerto Rico concerning this event
was nefther consulted nor heeded. Puerto Rico at the gime was well on
the way to attaining independence from Spain; however, its semi-Independent
status was not taken into consideration by the American cclonizers. The
island was perceived as an economically hackward paradise,i;}pe for
American development. This could take place'only after political control
was established and the semi-autonomous government was replaced by a
coionial government of which the majority of the members were American,
The reasons given for this political takeover were Puerto Rico's poverty
and illiteracy; however, as Puerto Ricans pointed out at the time,
these viere lower in Puerto Rico than in many states of the Union at the
time of their gaining statehood (Yagenheim, 1973, p. 118). It seems
clear from the public policy statements at that time that racist and
cultural factors wére at the bottom of the differential treatment of
Puerto Rico (“/agenheim, 1973).

In 1317 the U.S. grant=d citizenship tc Puerto Ricans. This action,
far from giving more freedom and participation to Puerto Ricans, severely
limited their political power. By including them formally in the U.S.
polity (again, without any attempt to ascertain the will of the majority
in the matter), it made independence impossible. By imposinc.severe

restrictions on which Fuerto Ricans couid vote, even within Puerto Rico
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and on Puerto Rjcan affairs, it extended the political control of the
mainland over Pyerto Rjco. Indeed, by limiting the rioht to vote to
literates and those who accepted U.S. citizenship, this policy reduced
the number of voters from 250,000 to 85,000 (Yagenhéim, 1973, p. 133).
During this same Eériod, American businessmen were reaping enormous
profits from sugar, tobacco and coffee production on the island. The
majority of these -profits were taken out of Puerto Rico. As writers of
the time pointed out, the eéonomic and social progress made by Pyerto
Rico was the result not of American investments but of Puerto Rican in-

vestments in such projects as road~building and school construction. These

- were paid for after Puerto Rico's major profits were taken by American

private interests (Wagenheim, 1973, pp. 162-165).

The 1917 Jones Act granted U.S. citizenship and provided for a
bicamgral legislaturs. The governor of the island was appointed by the
President of the U.S., as were other major officials in the government.
Puerto Ricans had no formal voting rights in the U.S. Congress, which
maintained veto power over the island's legislature,

It was not until 1947 that Puerto Rico attained a small measure of
ine=pendence. Its status was changed to that of a Free Associated State,
in which Puerto Ricans could elect their own goQérHor, who in turn ap-
pointed all officials except auditor and members of the Supreme Court,

It is significant that the first Puerto Rican governor elected under this
new status was also the one who instituted the first program of economic
development to make a significant difference to the status of Puerto Ricans.

Operaitionm Sootstrap, begun in 1948, included the building of industrial

-plants, providing tax relief and training the labor force. Under this .

plan, over 1,066 new factories have opented, directly or indirectly
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creating at least 128,000 new jobs. Family income increased frOm'
$660 in 1940 to $3,818 in 1966 (Fitzpatrick, 1971, pp. 45-48). Despite
this rise in the‘island's standard of living, economic hegemony is sflll
maintained by malnland businessmen who control most of the state's
agricultural production.
The history of Puerto Ricans on the malnland is largely the story
. of migration from the istand. Although Pperto Ricans migrated before
1940, sign
- 11, Migration patterns have alwayé coincided with employment opportunities
on the mainland. The fiprst kind of ehployment found by migrants was tem-
porary farm labor, as early as 1940. Since peak ‘labor periods in Puerto
Rico are at different times than in the U.S., éuetto Ricans could work
part time in the U.S. and part time in Puerto Rico. Some of these early
migrants stayed on and formed nuclei which then attracted the great waves
of migrations seeking employment In the post-war economic boom of the
mainland (Fitzpatrick, 1971; Wagenheim, 1975).
This early migration pattern, in conjunction with the estéblished
subordinate position of Puerto Rico with respect to the mainland, helped
to create a pattern of stereotyping based on occupation, race and culture
which continues to the present. Puerto Ricans were perceived by the
dominant society as farm laborers incapable of adjusting to urban life:
""During the last ten years and growing every year, there has descended
on Manhattan island like a locust plague an influx of Puerto Ricans...
They are mostly crude farmers, subject to congenital tropical diseases,
physically unfitted for the northern climate...unable physically,
mental ly, or financially to compete, they turn to guile and wile and
the steel blade...mark of their blood and heritage' {(Lait and Mortimer,
quoted in Yagenheim, 1975, p. k).

This stereotyped perception, while no longer that of the crude farmer,

continues to place Puerto Ricans In the lowest strata of occupations. They
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are still considered forelgners, even by other immigrant groups (lLewls,
1965, pp. 497-98).

From 1950 to 1968, migration from Puerto Rico to the mainland out-
stripped return migration by a large margin Lexvferty t975) However, the
rate of return migration has increased since 1965, and by 1970 almost
200,000 residents of Puerto Rico had spent time in the U.S. These figures,
along with the sharp drop in migration from the Island registered in the
1970 census, may indicate 2 significant change in migration patterns. In
1970 for the firs time those born In Puerto Rlco and those born in the
U.S. of Puerto Rican parentage was almost equal (see Table3:). The
significance of these figures is hard to establish at this point. They
may reflect a response to the deterioratiﬁg economic conditions on the
mainland, especially for Puerto Ricans. Despite the drop in migration,
the emerging second generation of Puerto Ricans on the mainland is a
phenomenon which will establish patterns of Its own, albeit within the
confines of the colontal structure established before the major migrations
began.

Governing the Colony

The pattern of migration of Puerto Rlcans tells much about‘tﬁéir
establishment as an internal colony on the U.S. mainland. Migration bégan
as a reaﬁtion to unemployment cn the islénd (Fitzpatrick, 1971, pp. 13;14).
This unemployment was directly ralated to U.S. éoloniZatfon of the island.
The artificlal economlic conditions favoring U.S. businessmenweré maintained
by political domination of the island (‘agenheim, 1973). Because of the
tow level of education and the absence of Industries raquiring skilled

labor (both conditions fostered by U.S. economic exploitation of Puerto
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Rico), Puerto Rican migrants to the mainland were forced to take the
iowest paying jobs. Their lack of skills, combined with the language
barrier and blatent hiring discrimination, created the job stereotyping
from which they still have not escaped. Once established, this pattern
of low-status occupational stereotyping reinforces thelr economic mar-
ginality. iore than that, Puerto Rican migrants have contributed to the
growth of two important industries in Hew York City without obtaining
concomi tant benefits for their contribution. As Rosenberg (197%, p. 43)
points out:

"It is often stated that the Puerto Rican migration to i'ew York
and the concomitant availability of cheap manual labor saved two
industries in the City. First, the garment industry needed cheap:::.
workers as -Operatives to compete with foreign producers. Second, the
restaurant, hotel and theater Industry needed unskilled and semi-
skilled laborers to handle the growing demand for services. Puerto
Ricans, to a great extent, filled the demand for workers in both
these industries--they were willing, more than any other group, to

accept the low wges and limited potential for mobility attached to
such jobs."

Having thus been established as an economic and political colony not only

on the island but also on the mainland, Puerto chans are now suffering
from the disappearance of these same low-paying jobs; ‘tew York City,
where the majority of Puerto Ricéns live, lost 41,000 jobs between June
1273 and June 1974; 15,700 of these jobs were in manufacturing, where
most Puerto Ricans are employed. Manufacturing is becoming increasingly
automated, and factories are moving away from the cities to accommodate
the managers who live in the suburbs. The combination of automation,
making unskilled and semi-skilled labor obsolete; and the move away from
the city, has resulted in extremely high unemployment rates for Puerto
Ricans, the highest for any ethnic group in the U.S. (Rosenberg, 197%;

see Table 14).
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Thus, migration, initially a response to economic conditions
arising from the colonial status of Puerto Rico, has resulted in the
continuation of those conditions and the maintenance of interﬁal colonial
status for Puerto Ricans on the mainland. For these migrants, the dream
of economic success has turnéa into a niachtmare of poverty, oppression

and political marcinality, with no end in sioght.

Ethnic, CGeographic and Demographic Rimensions

Establishment of ethnic boundaries

Pusrto Ricans were from the very beginnings of their relationship
with the United States treated differently from groupé inéluded within
its boundaries voluntarily. As !lunoz Rivera, father of the first Puertc
Rican governor after the American takeover, said in 1°15:

“...in the Treaty of Paris the people of Porto Rico were disposed
of as were the serfs of ancient times, fixtures of the land, who.
vere transferred by force to the service of new masters and subject
to new servitudes'’ (“agenheim, 1373, p. 132).

Another eloguent spokesman for Puerto Rico during this period was Tullo
Larringa, the Resident Commissioner in Yashington at the time. In 1911
he wrote:

‘*lould the new States which were admitted to the Union several years
ago have made the rapid strides which have marked their progress

if they had been kept down, under the arbitrary rule of a limited
number of men sent there from outside, with the sole authority to

make their laws and administer their material wealth and resources?
iany of the territories did not have at the time of their admission to
the Union anything like the favoralile conditions which Porto Pico
presents, in simply askina for the right of home jurisdiction.

Porto Rico has a civilization centuries old; has a larger population
than eighteen States of the Union; has a greater commerce and wenlth
than several of them; has a larger trade with the continental United
States than many of the nations with which they interchange commerce’
(‘ragenheim, 1973, o. 110).

23



27

This process of ecorenic and politfcal marginalization, based un-
equivocally on the assumption that somehow Puerto Ricans, despite their
resources , were culturally inferior to mainlanders, created and continued
those very conditions which the colonizers had deplored. How can an
area whose wealth is systematically strlﬁped away hope to develop eco-
nomically? How can a people who have no power err their destinies develop
viable political fwstitutions? And how can an island whose economic and
political life is controlled by self-seeking exploiters hope to establish
equca;[onal and other social institutions to meet fhe need of its population?
Beyonéuthe economic and political conditions of the island, which estab-* "
lished its inhabitants as inferior to mainlanders, the chauvinism of the
latter continued to express itsélf, viewing Puerto Rican culture and
institutions as inferior. The ethnic boundary thus established by the
mainlanders in economic, political and cultural terms remains today in
virtually unchanged form, not only on_the Island, but between the dominant
society1and migrants on the mainland as well.

The ethnic boundary between Puerto Ricans and the dominant Anglo
group is thus based in large part on the subbrdiﬁate status of'Puerto
Ricans. To the colonizers, they are lazy, dirty, culturally and racially
incapable of skilled labor. They speak a different language and have

different cultural traits and are therefore inferior. They are poor

because they are lazy or culturally inferior, not because they are ex-

ploited and oppressed. Their poverty and their distinct language and
culture are the major signals of thelr ethnicity tomembers of the dominant
society.

The Puerto Rican migrants themselves see Puerto Rican birth or

parentage, as well as speaking Spanish, as essential indicators of
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Puerto Rican identity (Rodriguez, 1975; Lewis, ]955). Altﬁough they
perceive racial distinctions among themselves (Marden, 1973, p. 339), these
fall within the mora inclusive category of Puerto Rican. This identity

is valued and continued despite the fact that Puerto Ricans perceive

that they are discriminated against in their daily lives. This fact,

as well as the continuation of ethnic identity, points to the importance

of ethnicity as a 5ayrce of group and personal identity for them.

Although the 5@]f-identity of Puerto Ricans does not inclﬁde feelings
of inferfority, the way in which they are treated by dominant sector in-
dividuals and instftutions can sometihes lead to psychological effects such
as fatallsm, inferiority complexes, and other forms of mental fllness.
Rosenberg (1974) has discussed the motivatfonal problems of people living
in segregated ghettOss where a high rate of unemploymept prevails:

People become discouraged from looking for work because their neighbors
and relatives are yhemployed. Rosenberg also finds a positive cprrelatfon
between ghettoization and lack of occupational mobility among Puerto
Ricans. He theorizes that living far from suburban sources of emp loyment
adds to the weight of di scouragement already existing In the ghetto..

This visible proof of their inability to find work can in turn lead to
such patterns of bhefavior as crime, alcoholism and severe mental i llness
(Fitzpatrick, 1973).

Lewis' description of the Rios family in La Vida (1965) also illus-

' trates the kind‘of behavior resulting from an Tnability to find stable
employment. Those families with a stable income were in general more
stable than those whOse adult members changed jobs frequently and were

often unemployed. ROdriguez comments on the relationship betwenn ghetto
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rasitderzs, employmemt and osychology of the :zolonized in the following
pas==ge .

"Tws ghetto in Merkeuanig the mroup's =y« isteenre as = distinct

e keeps the —rmix Ir- 3 low pmsition o <he ethnic isdder. ...

~%5™ ~hile the eneitts ==17les ramid mobiii ty, it make=mobility

s=mir.cble, by sustainimy sthe Idess that the grass is gree=ner outside
sRegretto; this dreaw ™rovides fncentive <o work at the low-statiss

;o offered. By performing these functic . the gherte improves or

=3kscains the group’s fitness for its Town . ;ltfion and &ids in the

~wrtification of assimilated ethnic grow . ‘/Rodriguszz, 1975. p. 77).
Demm&m‘:,ay

Si-.ce the original mizrations following Wc d War i1, the Puerto
Rican p:oulation has spremm out from New York City and envirens. This
trend has continued to the present. For example, between 1960 and 1970
- the Puerto Rican population of !lew York grew by 42 percent and in Massa-
chusetts by 360 percent. Furthermore, in 1960 only 10 cities had more
than 5,000 Puerto Ricans, while in 1970 there were 29. Finally, there is
some slight movement away from inner city slums to autlying suburbts
(Wagenheim, 1975, p. 11; Kantrowitz, 1969; see also maps 2 and 3).

The 1370 census shows 1,429,396 Puerto Ricans on the mainland;
however, this number has been called far too low, and charges of under-
counting have been made. The 1973 Current Population Survey (CPS) shows
1,548,000 Puerto Ricans, an increase of 8.3%--very low when compared with
other Spanish origin groups. This fact again has led to charges of under-
counting of Puerto Ricans. The problem is a controversial one; however,
the fact remains that somewhere over 1.5 million people of Puerto Rican
birth or parentage now live on the U.S. mainland. Contrary to popular

images of Puerto Ricans, the vast majority of them live in husband-wife

famil!es; not in female~headed families which:are considered more unstable
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(zee Fadc 3 171972 the r=dian age for " ifo Ricans on the "minlanc
WSS i7.? oo ith 28 for tha ULS. as iz ole and 21.5 for “uarto
RECo0. " “je= v¢ »= _.Dulation probably result: “rom the fact thzt. . migrants
tend to be yiwmm < whave young children, whi 2 older Puerto Rizans
sometimes re2ui~ -~ the island to retire (Wagenheim, 1975, p.17,

It is certix™ . . -2 ‘ecause Puerto Ricans have many children. ©< all
Puerto Rican == "-= counted in the 1970 cemrus, 56% had two sr less
children, + - - 12% had more than four. This compares wizh 4%

and 8% for* - " U.S. population. These familias were liszed as 85%
nuclear far = - : 15% extended, as compares with 88% nuclear and 12%
extended for <r:-+=7re U.S. population (HEW report, 1974, 3%,12).

"zuzevns, Processes and Indicators of ilarginality

A comparizon of socio-economic indicators for Puerto Ricans and
Americans in g=mmral illustrates the subordinate status of the former.
The fact that £22 .S. total includes Puerto Ricans and other minorities
means that the zmmmmnt Angle sector is actually much better off than the
colonized segm=riz =2nd that the dominant sector benefits at the expense
of oppressed groups. Economically, the vast majority 6f Puerto Ricans
hold Tow-status jobs (see Table %), predominantly those requ1r1nq no
skills and havinc a righ turmover rate (Rosenberg, 1974, p. 43).
median income for- Puerto Ricans is the lowest in the nation (see Tabie 7)
ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ and unemployment wates are the highest (see Table A). Furthermore,
mobility rat-, for sacond.generation Puerto Ricans are lower than might

be expected, co:ared with previous irmigrant groups (¥agenheim, 1975

Rosenberg, 197%;. 39



I£ has often been saic that the reason Puerto Ricar. "=main im low-
paying jobs is that they have low levels of educat—- Rosenberyu, 1974;
llagenheim, 1975; Fitzpatrick, 1971). It is indeed =3z :zase thax Puerto
Ricans average fever y=ars in school” than any other gzrup, inciuding
Blacks (Wagenheim, 1975, pp. 18-19; see Table 6). :» -tw=rmore. higher
Jevels of education are correlated with higher income -iosenberg, 1974;
see Table 7). However, the median income at any giwe= level of education
js higher by far for Anglos than for Puerto Ricans. ¥ -more important,
the return’to—education is much lower for Puerto Riz=rs than for /Anglos
(see Table 7). That is, the percent increase in inczme 1is higher for
Anglos than for Puerto Ricans from one educational level to another.
" Given the conomic and social difficulties involved in staying in school,
these statistics traﬁslate to an everyday reality in which the advantages
to dropping out far outweigh the rewards for staying in schooi. 4
Political participation is much lower for Puerto Ricans than for the
dominant_sector of American society. Voter registration is lower for
Puerto Ricans, who still must show proof of six years education im order
to register. In 1969, only 131,100 out of a \fbtihg-age population of
435,000 in New York City were registered. lMore telling ar= the figures
on politizal represenfation: There are few voting districts in which
Puerto Kicans are a majority, a situation brought about 2t least in part’
by gerrymandering (Fitzpatrick, 1971, p. 57; Yagenheim, 7375, ». 43).
As of 1970, Puerto Ricans had no political representatiwes in ilew York
City and only four representatives in the state governmerz. (Fitzpatrick,
1971, p. 58). One political breakthrough has been that of “erwam Gadillo
Rivera, a native of Puerto Rico. He became the first Puerto Ricam member

of Congress in 1970.
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In--z2pth sacio-economic ir-  itors

Socia’ conditions amor—- Puertc “==ns on the mainlant ustrate
sore: of The= patterns oF mar ~nality «r-ch prevail in thic :mwp. As
bas zeen imdicated, .educational margimaility is an important -mctor in
the —lomization of Puerto Ricans. ¥ental 11lness fiqures are another
indicator of this process. T séparata studies, one in T949-51 and
one in 1368, showed a hiigh rzte of schizophrenia for Puertoc Picans.
There is even z condition known as “Puerto Rican Syndrome® or =zaque,
a hyperkinetic seisure at times of severzstress or anxiety (Fitzpatrick,
1971). However, as Fitzpatrick points out, the reasons <or %ris high
mental illness rate are not clear. WYhile some invastigators cwint to the
higieer incidencz of mental illness among the poor, others at=ribute
Puerto Rican schizophrenia to the stress of migration or tc the -cultural
stress due To a dual sexual standard and other cultural traits. Still
others, and an increasing number of experts, point to the diFferential
treatment of poor Deople by professionals who assume that certain kinds
of behavior are by definition deviant, without considering this behavior
in its sociai and cultural context:
"Thase “n..control of the mental h=alth facilities determim= the
deffritions, the methods, and comditions of treatment. Thev can
confine those whr .are weak and segregate them for treatmemt. Thev
£an apply the systtem favorably to those they undewrstand, and un-
favorably to thues thew do not umderstand. Yhat 3s cruwcial is that
‘%he poor have mz @ccess to strat=gic control. They camnot exert
political power For the protectiom of forms of betvavier which they
consider legitimage; their coping behavior may bring “them fnto cos:-
flict witth the system; ami they are helpless either = comp=1 the
sysz==m to operate in thelr favor, or to resist it whem #i operates
to their disadvantage™ {(Fitzpatrick, 1971, p. 1699).
Timaliy, the ever-present problem of the language bar—mer makes th=

basic problem more complicated. As with teachers, the number of Puerto
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Ricar persornel in mental —e=! .7-ies is tiny, and people trained especially
to dezl wi=- Puerto Rican prmioms virtually non-existent. Combined with
The nvercreseded and underfundew ~onditioms prevailing at public facilities
Tn poor zress, the situatior ic. —ot likeiy to result in more than cursory
and ee=r aerimental treatmer=  Thus, mental stress brought about at
Teast = uerc by colomial comc==ions is misunderstood and at times
exacersiex! necause of the 1n::71utioﬁa1ized colonialism involved in its
treatmant.

We nave 3lready discussed::ome of the =conomic indicators of Puerto
Rican tolonizlism: among these are the figures on unempicyment, occupations
amd median income. Although th= overall pattern of oppression is an
accurz== varsion of the lives oF most Puertd Ricans in tize U.S., there
are variatioms on both sides of the mean. As discussed above, there are
severa® thousand Puarte Ricans living in suburban environments around
Nem “»nrk Cizy (see 'iap 3); these have higher average incores than their
inm=rs-city countermarts. ‘towever, there are significant numbers of
extm=mely depressesz peope “vom migrant worker backgrowmds in Massachusetts
whe offset the relmtive xiFluemce of the better-off suburban dwellers.
“ccorglimm to ame smwkesman, J0 percent of the Puerto Rican populatiom of
“lassaccmess=tts is comprrised of meopie who are at least part-time rmigrant
worse.. These people cs#e to the Boston area to work.in the fields,
dut T=r==mort growing zexson forces them into industry or non-employment
duriry fies wimter.. Tads group, which grew from 5,217 in 1960 to 23,332
or mare Tn 1970, has a median fmcome of $4,998, compared with $11,449 for
all residents of tiwe area. Thos= few agencies keeping track of Puerto

Ricans m the area showed consistently low levels of employment even in
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areas where one would expect ==tter representation: Less than 8 percenf
of the 3,000 ceople empioyed i crmunity agencies demvozed to the Spanish-
sp2aking actually were Speniss-sp===<ing. In Springfield, an agenc;y for
developing skilis among tt= pacr miaced 150 persons in Fu0s; enly two
were Spanish-speaking (Wawenkewm, 1375, p. 58).

Fnother economic indicator o Puerto Ricen —olonialwsm is that of
businezs ownership. In (T72, Fusrto Ricans owmed consiswently fewer
businezses than any other Spanish-origin group; this group as a whols tal’
oehinc Anglos ownership. For =mample, in consitruction, Puerto Ricams
ovwned 475 cut of 16,603 Spanisi=origin owned firms, of wnich only 57 had
paid employeas (Minority Twned Susinesses, 1972).

However, these figures teT  Tittie about the realities of owmershin
for Puerto Ricans. As ~idrich and Reiss (1376) point out, the difficultias
involved in gefting crew™t are sc widespread that 3 m=iority of Blacks
and Puevzo *icens depenc asn family loans to get starte¢. In addition,

the kinds of businesses * ‘wolved are also important. Aldrich and Reisz

h

show that as the racia’ compesitior of nei ghbmﬂobds cangas, the type
businesses taken cwe.- Sy minorities are the less 1ucnzti‘v€s regail and
service omeratrtons. fere profitmble construction, manufscturing and
. wholeszle traderémaf?n' in the hamds of Anglos. Furthermor2, the failure
rate cf winority businessa2s is higher due to the Tower income levels of
their cliemiels, shifting commercial demand, and the peremnial problem oF
credit {Aldrict and Reiss, 1976, pp. 851, 855, 859).

Fineily, ~iley’s discuszion of tke "ethnic mobiliz trap" (1567)
suggesi= Th#h Mwmmpsnts of an ethnically-oriented busz=ess may be a de==d

end in ==rE of sconomic mobiliy. By investing in z smal™ business
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catering to the already economically depressad ethmic grour, the etﬁnic
entrepreneur closes amy other avenues of mobiTity which mav be open to
him. However, Wiley does net point out ar imwmortant fact: In the vast
majority of cases the Timited mobility previded by the ethmic business is
often the only avenue  to sumcaess; Miiey's s=sumption that other avenues
exist in terms of large-scalz, non-ethnic brsinesses is somewhat overly
optimistic, given the statistics cited in the: above discussion.
Sacic-economic mobili%y Srom one generation to the next is another
important indicator of ecomamic success or marginality. In the case of
Puerto Ricans, the evidenze is somewhat ambimmsous, although indications
are that the U.S.-born are in qeneral better ®ff than their Tuerfn Rican
born parents. For example, the median mump=r of school yezrs campleted
by the second generation is "7\.Z ac commared i 8.9 for the “irst generation.
A greater percentzge of secomd nemeratTon Fuerto Ricans diacr oczupy
managerial and white collar jobs amd have irimner “ncomes \==a Table6).
However, the median income fo~ males & Puert: Rican paremtams {95729 in -
1970) is not signtficantly niwmer than thaz ©F males of Buert:o Rican
birth ($5105). This may resuiit from the famct =hat 36 percert of the second
generation over the= age .of 16 s also munder Z2T: this age grmup has the
highest rate of unemploymer (Pyerto Ricams ¥m the U.3., 1973, However,

given the employment outiineix fo- the furure. =mmeciaily *n :ban areas
where Puerto Ricans live. % would he optism=iic to predict ~hat this
young second generation will fare simniizantiy better im +he future.

A final factor to comsider <in any discusssion of mokil<ty is that
of the third generation. Herber, (1255), Glazer and Maymihan (1964) and

others have assumed that the third ganevation can aspiwe iv pe structurally

by~
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assTmilated into American society even if it remains éu]furally and
ethmically distinct to some extent. However, statistics on Blacks,
Chizanos and American Indians indicate that this has not been the case
for-groups forcefully included in the U.S. polity. One study found

thaz waile second generation iexican Americans fare better than those of
the/fﬁrst generation, third generation members are trapped in semi-
skilled jobs and do not improve over their parents (Moore, 1971, pp.
58-39; Camarillo, 1971, p. 98). Thus, while we may expect those Puerto
Ricans born in the U.S. to be able to adjust more effectively to their
cppressed position and to the language and educational barriers they must
Tace “:han do migrants, the crucial question is, how will the children of
‘the s=cond generation fare? This cannot be answered at present, since”
the s=2cond generation is only now beginning to enter the labor force

and adult Tife. However, the fact that they are slightly better off
Zhan ‘their parents is not necessafi]y an indication that the group as a
whole is being assimilated into American society; indeed, the education

and uremployment figures point to the opposite conclusion.

Political patterns

Political indicators of the marginalization of Puerto Ricans have
already been touched on for Hew York City, where the large number of this
minority makes their under-representation more glaring. One reason for
this lack of political participation is the residential pattem of Puerto
Ricans in the city. Unlike former immigrant groups, Puerto Ricans are
not situated all in one area of the city. They are spread out in different

neighborhoods where they intermingle with Blacks and other minorites.
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Thus they are unable to vote in a bloc for a Puerto Rican candidate. 1In
addition, the ghetto districts are often astutely gerrymandered to prevent
bloc voting.

The lack of Puerto Rican representation goes beyond that of elected
officers, however. In educational policy-making bodies they are also
under»repfeseﬂled. The board of education in flew York City had one member
of Puerto Ricanbackground, but no Puerto Ricans in policy-implementation
positions. Within the school system itself, less than 1 percent of the
professional employees are Puerto Rican. In Chicago, there are no Puerto
Rican principals or administrators of any kind (Senate hearings, 1970).

In the Boston school system there is not one guidance conselor, secretary,
administrator, clerical worker, or librarian from the Spanish-speaking
community (wageﬁheim, 1975, p. 60).

This lack of répreseﬁtation in government agencies, even those
designed specifically to interact with Pyerto Ricans as a group, makes
for difficulties in communication between Puerto Ricans and the agencies.
As one student of the problem in Boston points out, this situation puts
the Puerto Rican in the fringe area of a man who knows his needs but who .
can find no one to listen" (Wagenheim, 1975, p. 59). Berle, in her study
of Puerto Rican health patterns in New York City, discusses the problems
involved in obtaining infogquion door-to-door: people who have been
consistently mistréated by 6fficia1 representatives of government agencies
are likely to greet the caller with silence or with a large dog, teeth
bared (Berle, 1958, p. 14). This problem is also discussed by Kimball
with respect to voter registration drives. Well-meaning people trying

to register Puerto Ricans are greeted with suspicion because they are
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strangers and because any attempt at régistration of names is perceived

as an intrusion from a hostile government, and a tool for further oppression
(Kirball, 1972). This attitude stems from experiences such as those

quoted above with respect to mental health agencies, educational facilities,
and even community action agencies whose personnel is made up of members of
the dominant segment. These agencies, rather than helping Puerto Picans
attain a measure of representation, end up as symbols of political and

econofric marginalization.

Mechanisms of Colonialism

Economic mechanisms

The occupational, employment, and income patterns discussed earlier
are not the product of fortuitous forces in American life, nor are they
caused by inferfor cultural institutions among the Puerts Ricans. Rather,
they are the result of systematic exclusion of this group from economic
opportunities available to the members of the dominant sector of U.S.
society. This exclusion takes place in the institutional framework as
well as on the personal level. Lack of skills and education are often
given as reasons for low-status occupations among Puerto Ricans; however,
we have already seen how even when Puerto Ricans find a way to remain in
school, their incomes do not match those of Anglos with similar educations
(Table 7). Furthermore, the institutional neglect built into the
educational system makes low skills inevitable. A third cause of low-
status employment is the location of jobs: they are increasing]y distant
from the ghettoes where Puerto Ricans are forced to live because of low

incomes and housing discrimination (Rosenberg, 1974). Finally, an aversion
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to dealing with agencies in general leads most job-seekers to use informal
means to find employment. Rosenberg points out the built-in handicap of
this procedure for ghetto dwellers:

"Given their distance from ghetto neighborhoods, it 1s probable that

information about job opportunities in these suburban concerns does

not circulate through informal channels of communication, but

rather, through formal channels. To the extent that a ghetto

Jobseeker, consequently, is dependent upon local networks to inform

him of appropriate job opportunities, he is handicapped by the ex-

clusion of better-paying, more rewarding suburban jobs from the

local grapevine. The men in our sample who succeeded in obtaining

skilled and semi-skilled blue~-collar jobs and/or jobs in manufacturing

deviated from the norm of informal job search methods..." (1974,

pp. 141-142),

It must be stressed that this handicap stems from two institutions of
interné? colonialism: the segregated ghetto and the discriminatory
treatment regularly received by Puerto Ricans in their dea]ings with formal
agencies, thus discouraging them from seeking jobs through government
employment agencies.:

Beyond the institutional constraints on types of employment available
is the widespread phenomenon of personal discrimination agéinst Puerto
Ricéns on thé job market. In one study of Puerto Ricans in MNew York
City, the great majority stated thay they had felt discriminated against
in the employment arena. One respondent was accepted for a job over the
- phone, then after arriving in person was told the employer did not want a
dark Puerto Rican (Rodriguez, 1975, p. 71). In another study, done by
a New York City agency, 14.3 percent of White Puerto Rican males and
18.8~percent of nonwhite Puerto Rican males responded "yes" when asked
if they had ever been given a hard time. on the job (Rosenberg, 1974, 127).

Exclusion from middle and upper-income jobs and in many cases from

any jobs at all is thus the reality for Puerto Ricans; it matters little
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to them in terms of income whether this exclusion takes an impersonal or
personal form. Public manpower and job training programs and recruitment
drives have had only marginal effects, as unemployment and occupation
statistics reveal. Widely advertised fecruitment drives in New York
State resulted in some improvement in the ratio of.Puerto Ricans in the
state government, but 81 percent of these earned less than $9,000, a
larger percentage'than either Blacks or Whites in the government. In the
Boston area, already discussed, the Cbhcentrated Employment Program
formed to train the ecdnomica]]y deprived, placed 150 pegple in three
years. Only two were Spanish-speaking. At the same time, agencies pro-
Tiferate in the depressed Roxbury district, but community development
stagnates because the funding for the agencies goes to support the Anglo

staff rather than into the community itself (Wagenheim, 1975, pp. 59-60).

Social mechanisms

We have already seen that Puerto Ricans receive inferior education
as a result of language difficulties and the lack of trained teachers to
deal with this situation. Like the statistics on employment, these edu-
cational figures are not accidental. For example, fhe use of IQ tests
designed for White, Eng]iéh-speaking middle class students results in

the misplacing of Puerto Ricans in classes for the mentally retarded. Thé
executive director of Aspira of I11inois, a Puerto Rican self-help

group, reported having been assigned an 1Q of 20 in one test. She went
on to point to another problem in Chicago schools: exclusion from special
programs encouraging gifted children. "At present the Puerto Rican is

systematically being excluded from these programs. This constitutes a
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perfect example of institutional discrimination, as distinct from any
personal rac{Zt pathology" (Senate hearings, 1970, p. 3722). Aside from
this kind of institutional discrimination, personal discrimination

against Puerto Ricans in school is a powerful mechanism preventing

edvancement. In one study, a majority of respondents reported digcrimi-

nation in school (Rodriguez, 1975, p.7). Cases of mistreatment abound
in the literature, | _

It is impossib1e.to speak of public policy regarding Puerto Ricans
without discussing welfare, "The cause of the most widesprad and hostile
criticism against the Puerto Ricans" (Fitzpatrick, 1971, p. 155).  In
1970, 24 percent of all Puerto Rican fami1%es relied on some form of
assistance. In Hew York City, where the bulk of poor Puerto Ricans live,

welfare recipients grew from 332,000 in 1959 to 1.2 million in January

-1972. These figures are less startling in perspective: flew York was

tenth among selected major urban centers between 1964 and 1971. Contrary

to the popular image of the welfare chisler, the !ew York welfare reci-

- pients are with few exceptions truly poverty-stricken. The U.S. Labor

department found in 1971 that only 2.6 percent of. welfare recipients
were employable. By contrast, 56.8 percent were children. An investi-
gation.of.we1fare mothers by flew York City in 1273 revealed that 65% of
the women examined were disabled; thus, even if child care centers were
available they would be unable to work and support their families
(Wagenheim, 1975, pb. 33-34). Mhat the statistics on welfare reveal is
not cheating by Puerto Ricans but rather consistent levels of poverty. |
More important than the reasons why Puerto Ricans are on welfare

are the effects of the welfare system on its beneficiaries, Fitzpatrick
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(1971, p. 159) comMents on this problem:

"Since Puerto Ricans are the poorest of Mew York's families, the
pressures to find adequate income are severe. Although supplemen-
tary welfare payments can be arranged if a father's income is below
a calculated Minimum level, this supplement is small compared to

the amount available if the mother can claim no support from a father
in or out of the home. Thus the pressure for the father to vacate
_the home“is very strong....The situation may prompt the father to
leave the home so that both he and the family can live better, or it
may put pressufe on the mother to force the father out. The con-
sequence may be continued separation and the breakup of the family.
Eitzer siEuatiOn s unfortunate, and obviously contributes to family
weakness, : :

Thus, rather than 2 solution to the problem of.Puerto.Rican social and
economic marginalization, welfare in many ways exacerbates the problem
by inefficiently treating the symptoms rather than the root causes of

poverty.

Political mechanigms

An important asbect of differential public nolicy toward Puerto
“Ricans is that of publig eXpenditures; Yhile poverty areas should be
the ones to receive the most assistance from government agencies, it is
too often the case that disbroportionate]y small segments of the public
budget go toward helbing the poor. This differential public expenditure
is thus a mechanism Tor enforcing the existing colonial relationship
between the Puerto Rican sector and the dominant Anglo sector of society.
Since Puerto Ricans and Blacks.live for the most part in segregated
ghettoes, they are €3sy to identify and their residential areas are those
- recziving the least Public money. As we have seen, what money does

go for community development ends up in the pockets of predominantly
thite middle-class éXperts staffing the agencies rather than to those

for vhom it was originally destined.
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A classic example of public expenditure well-meant but badly used

is the much spoken of Puerto Rican Study, which studied New York City

schools during the years 1953-1957. With a budget of $1 million, it
carried out a very thorough study and made several excellent recammenda-
tions. Among them: the use of four standard tests to determine English
proficiency; special réception classes fof new migrant children; and the
training of teachers in how to teach English as &-second language. In
1970, these recommendations were still not implemented in any_systematic
way in*New York City (Senate hearings, 1970, pp. 3732-3733). The $1
million went to the investigators, but the Puerto Ricans remain in their
original colonized situation. |

This kind of public expenditure can only exist where the group in
question has no access to public policy formation and implementation.
Thus, the lack of trained Puerto Ricans in such institutions as boards of
education, public welfare agencies, and employment training programs
makes it possibie for these agencies to ignore Puerto Riégns. Thus the

vicious circle continues: mechanisms of institutional and personal dis-

~ crimination create patterns of marginalization which in turn prevent the

emergence of effective representatives in public policy formation agen;ies.
One effective mechanism continuing this vigious circle is that of

restrictions on voting. As Kimball (1972, pp. 2-5) pdihts out, voter

registration was initially a response to immingrants in the late 19th

century. Before 1876, any American citizen wishing to vote simply went

to the polls. The institution of voter registration since that time has

resulted in a sharp drop in voter participation: this drop has occurred

predominantly among the poor. Voter registration is thus at root a tool

45



“

for political control. This is especially true for Puerto Ricans, who
must have proof of literacy in English or six yearsf education in Puerto
Rico in order to be able to register. In a study of a voter registration
drive in New York City, Kimball found that "by almost any standard of
| measure the...drive was a failure, and most of all in failing to vecruit'
large numbers of Blacks and Puerto Ricans. Total registration...was smaller
than for any mayoralty election since 1957, when permanent personal regis-
tration was instituted" (1972, pp. 167-168). 1In ilew York, the days for
registration were severely limited; however, even massive attempts to
register voters during the restricted time given failed. Oné reason for
this is the key to how voter registration works as a tool for political
marginalization: |
“In low-income districts, particularly, the vdting Tists are seen
as a roster for jury duty, bill collectors, and visits from the law...
Door-to-door canvassing with the official lists in densely populated
housing projects, for example, is a frustrating experience of mis-
information, language barriers, hostility, and fright" (Kimball, 1972,
pp. 163-164).
Kimball's word for the non-voting ‘poor is the disconnected; it is an
apt word for those cut off from every aspect of prosperity in American
society. Among these, and at the lTovest levels in every index, are the

Puerto Ricans.

Adaptive Responses

Despite the many problems faced by Puerto Ricans on the mainland,
they have developed several self-help organizations in major cities;
these have accomplished much, given the systematic margiralization of
the group by the dominant iictor. One of these organizations, the Puerto
Rican Forum, was begun in the 1950's in New York City. Its major goal

was to help Puerto Rican youth. The Forum founded Aspira, to develop
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education, and the Puerto Rican Community Development Project, a multi-
. purpose organization aimed mainly at New York City's youth.

Aspira has been one of the most effective grass-roots organizations
to develop in the Puerto Rican community.’ The activities of this group
include establishing clubs to promote college attendance, and the con-
vocation of conferences and work-shops to provide encouragement to young
Puerto Ricans seeking higher education (Fitzpatrick, 1971, pp. 65-66).
Aspira has also been active in exposing the gross injustices built into
the public school system in New York and Chicago (Senate hearings, 1970).
In 1970, the Chicago branch of Aspira reported that after one year of
operation if had increased the number of Puerto Ricans in collezge from the
Chicago area from 30 to 170 ( Senate hearings, 1970, p. 37%2).

The Puzrto Rican Development Project, founded shortly =FTter Aspira,
was a respozse to the need for é more comprehensive self-hei: organization.
More actiivist than Aspira, it has also been more controversial in that
it_has been more outspoken in its demands for short-term justice fér the
minority it represents. It is active throughout New York City, and is —
involved in job training programs and other activist concerns. Equally
important, Fitzpatrick points out, is "the Project's role as a visible
representative of Puerto Ricans in New York" (1971, p. 68).

A third self-help organization is the Puerto Rican Family Institute.
Begun in 1963, its role is to facilitate the adjustment of newly arrived
migrant families to life on the mainland. Fitzpatrick notes that the
Family Institute is the only thorough-going Puerto Rican family agency in
New York City, and provides an alternative to the strange and often hostile

environment of public agencies.
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The need for this kind of uniquely Puerto Rican agency to deal with
specific needs of the community is discussed by Rogler (lé;é) in his
description of the formation of a self-help group in a middle-sized
eastern city. He chronicles the difficulties of forming a group made up
of people who not only must work full-time but often are trying to learn
English at ﬁight% and have no experience 1nvforming organizations. In
spite of these handicaps, the group was aégressive in continuing its
efforts to meet Puerto Rican needs in the community. These efforts were
blocked not only by pol¥ticians but by the very poverty agencies who were
Tainde= to help them. E=spite this. the group p=rsevered, was still in

exist=nce at the end o" Rogler's study, and was increasing its memberskip -

“@md the formality of its organization.

Self—help groups such as those described above serve to dramatize
the predicament of Puerto Ricans on the U.S. mainland, and to a certain
extent improve their conditions. However, the dreary facts of unemploy~
ment, poverty and low educational achievement point up the realities of
1ife for the vast majority of this group. These realities stem not from
inherent weaknesses in the group itself but from systematic and institu-
tionalized marginalization of the group by the dominant segmeﬁt of the
society. This marginalization takes the form of political, economic and
social ihstitutions anc practices whose effect is to deny comprehensively
to Puerto Ricans access to goods., services and policy-making power. An
increase in the attention paid to the educational ngeds of Puerto Ricans
is only one of the many areas for improvement. Until the..predicament
of the Puerto Ricans is altered by widespreéa liffing of internal colonial
constraints, the work of valiant organizations 1ike Aspira can be little

more than minor alleviation of a major injustice.
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TABLE 1

Nativity of Puerto Ricans, by Age

47

Total in m'm

Population
350,000
3cRe0: £% Puarto RicanBom
| B united States Bom
ZZ0E0
yretiie]
13,060
laificd:
50,000
- R ! »

10-13 20-23 30-33 40-43 50-53 63-89 70 and

Aga Group [ Years ) above

Source: U.S. .Dept. .of Health, Education and Welfare, Selected Socio-
Econamic Characteristics of Spanish-Origin PopuTation, 1970.
T97%, p. 37. _
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TABLE 2

Migratory Flow From and to Puerto Rico

(Annual Averages)
1951-55 1956-60 1961-63 1964 1965 1966 1967

Emigration 60,000 55,400 38,000 43,000 66,000 79,600 76,700
Immigration 10,000 15,400 29,000 51,000 50,000 49,600 42,700
-50,000 —40,000 -9,000 + 8,000 16,000 -30,000 —-34,000

Source: \%gs;t}eph Fi%patrizk, Puerto Rican Americans. Mew York: Prentice-Hall,
s P. . .
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TABLE. 3

~ Persons_of Puerto Rican Birth and Parentage
in the United States: 1910-1973

Year of Census Number %%r%%e
Nativity Year
Born in
Puerto Rico: 1910 1,500 v -
1920 11,811 680.6%
1930 52,774 3468
’ 1940 69,967 32.6
1950 226,110 223.2
1960 617356 172.9
1970 810,087 31.3
Puerto Rican A
Parentage: 1950 75,265 R
1960 275,457 266.0%
1970 581,37 1m.1

Source: Dept. of Health, Education and Yeifare, Selected Socio-Economic
~ Characteristics of Spanish-Origin Population, 1970. 1274, p. 19.
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TABLE 4

Official and Adjusted Unemployment for Total U.S. Population and Puerto Ricans in

the United States, flarch 1972
(in percent)

U.S. Total Puerto Ricans in United States
‘Labor Labor Offi- Adjusted Adjusted
. Force Force cial Labor Unem-
Labor Partici- Unem- Labor Partici- Unem- Force ploy-
Force pation ploy- "Force pation ploy- Size* ment
Age and Sex Size Rate ment Size Rate ment Rate*
Males, ages o
15 to 64 52.9n00,000 86.0 6.0 295,000 76:6 8.8 331,000 - 18.7
Females, '
16 to 64 31,877,000 49.8 6.6 102,000 26.3 17.6 204,200 56.4
Males and
Females,

16 to 64 84,777,700 -- 6.2 403,000 -- 12.6 535,000 33.90

*Adjusted figures for PuertoR icans are based upon labor force participat1on
rated for the total U.S. population.

Source: Kal Yagenhein, A Survey of Puerto Ricans on the U.S. Mainland in the
1970's. Hew York: Praener, 1975, p. O1.
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TABLE 5

Family Structure Among Puerto Ricans

| Husband /wife
: — families
5% 73 Female-head families
/ = BB vifeless male
tiead families

Percentage of &ll Families.

‘
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10

-
— 1!

Puerto Ricans

Source: U.S. Dept. of. Health, Education andnwe]fare;‘sé]écted.Soéio-
Economic Characteristics of Spanish-Origin Popultaion, 1970.
U.S. Govt. Printing Office, 1974, p. 37.
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TABLE 6

Comparison of Selected Characteristics of First And Second
Generation Puerto Ricans in the U.S., 1970

Puerto Rican birth Puerto Rican parentage
Total, 1960 617,056 275,457
1270 810,087 : 581,376
Meads of Households 331,833 38,317
Fducation, 16 and over:
less than & years , 121,669 = 8,845
8 years ' 88,248 10,2186 .
9-11 years 177,279 - 55,511
some collece 35,846 ' 14,627
median years completed 8.9 . 11.2
Income, 16 and over:
without income: '
Total 189,253 ' 48,456
male 34,746 - 18,191
female 154,507 30,265
income under $1,000
Total 54,589 16,467
male ' 20,312 7,790
female 33,768 ' 8,677
income $1050-6000 '
Total 311,926 45,812
male 161,644 21,658
female 150,282 24,154
income over $6000
Total 121,967 24,450
male 102,966 19,148
ferale 17,001 : 5,302
Employment, over 16:
types of occupations
(male and female): ,
clerical % kindred 46,053 17,999
craftsmen, foremen 37,883 6,317
operatives 125,896 10,821
service, excp. household 52,692 8,273
professional ™ manaq. 25,370 8,646
all others . 37,428 7,829

Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Puerto Ricans in the U.S.
. in 1970. Tables 5.8.7.
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TRBLE 7

iledian earnings in 1973 of persons 25 years and over,

By years of school completad and ethnic origin

Total Puerto Unite Black
u.S. Rican
Total, 25 years .
anu over 36,703 $5,432 $8,022 $50,674
Less than 8
years school 5,230 4,432 5,644 4,125
3 years 6,505 4,875 G,71 4,657
Higit School:
1-3 years ¢,974 5,160 7,316 5,027
4 years 3,205 7,172 3.357 ' £,612

Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Soci&l and Economic
Characteristics of the [ietropolitan and ion-rietropolitan Pogulation:
1574 and 197C. 1975,

U.S. Dept. of Cormerce, bureau of the Census, Ponulation Characteristics:

Persons of Spanish Origin in the U.S.: iarch, 1574, 1975.
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TABLE S

Distribution of Puerto Rican Population, ‘lew York City, 1930-1260
(hy percent of total Puerto Rican Population)

Year “anhattan- Bronx Pichmond Rrooklyn Nueens

Persons of Puerto Rican Rirth

1930 77 3 - 18 2
1919 79 13 - 15 2
1050 57.8 24.3 0.3 16.0 1.6
1969 37.6 30.3 9.3 208 2.8

Source: ‘lathan Kantrowitz, "earo and Puerto Rican Ponuiations of 'lew York
City in the Twentieth Centurv. American Geocraphical society, 1959,

TARLE 9

Rilinoual Education Proarams in “lev York City

1969-70 . 1970-T 1971-72
'o. of proarams 12 16 24

Mo, of students 20,980* 7,031 9,265
Rudnet $456,490% . $2,506,505 $2,020,016

*Does not include $29,900 budgeted to serve arades 1-6 and 7-0 in
Nistrict 2- the number of students participatine in these proorams is not
oiven, «

Source: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Hearinas, "aw York, 1972, -
pn. 398-405,
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MAP 2

Distribution of Negroes,
Puerto Ricans and Non-
white Puerto Ricans in
New York City, 1969

Source: Nathan Kantrowitz,
Negro and Puerto
Rican Populations
of New York City
in the Twentieth
Century.” New York:
American Geographical
Society Studies in
Urban Geography, no.
1, 1969. -
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